Sustainable impacts of migration on agricultural development in Red River Delta, Vietnam by Nguyen Thi Minh Khué et al.
Student: Nguyen Thi Minh Khue 
Promotor: Prof. Philippe Lebailly 
Co-promotor: Dr. Nguyen Thi Dien 
 
Sustainable impacts of migration on 








  Investigate the impacts of migration on agricultural land 
used 
  Figure out the effects of migration on labour resources 
for agriculture 
 Analyses the change in agricultural activities, production 
and  households income 
 Rethinking about the peasant concept and generation 
change in rural areas. 
 
DATA COLLECTION 
 Secondary data: Hokhau book 
 Systematic household survey 
 In-depth interview 
  
 
Next year field work 
HOUSEHOLD SURVEY 
Respondent households (n =128) 
Population (n = 580) 
Un-interviewed 
households (N= 30) 
Population (N= 119) 
Total 
Households (N= 158) 
Population(N= 699) 
Reality Labor force 
(n =329) 
Migrants (n= 219) 
 
107 hhs 
Reality labor force 
N =75 
Reality labor force 
N = 404 
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
168 161 109 110 39 36 207 197 
51% 49% 49.7% 50.3% 52% 48% 51.2% 48.8% 
Household groups 
 Group 1: Non-migration households: none of family member 
migrates 
  Group 2: Local migrating households: family member(s) 
only take local off-farm work, out of village and intra province. 
Normally they are commuting daily. 
 Group 3:  Migration households: family member(s) only 
migrate for work out of province. This type of migration is 
much diversified, including both national and international 
migration, seasonal and long-term migration.  
 Group 4: Mixed migration households: family members 






















Family size (mean, pers.) 
3.3 4.8 5.1 4.6 4.6 
Labour size (mean, pers.) 
1.6 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.5 
Male labour (mean, pers.) 
0.7 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.3 
Female labour (mean, pers.) 
0.9 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.2 
Male migration labor (mean, pers.) 
0 0.9 1.0 1.1 0.8 
Female migration labour (mean, pers.) 0 0.8 0.9 1.2 0.7 
Migration labour (mean, pers.) 
0 1.7 1.9 2.3 1.5 
Agricultural land  (1993, mean, m2) 
2166.0 1706.4 1931.3 1632.5 1859.1 
Agricultural land (2014, mean, m2) 
2203.0 1724.6 1763.8 1543.6 1808.8 
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Characteristics of migrants 
 Age 
 Education 
 Marital status 
 Occupation of migrants 
 Remittance behaviors 
 
IMPACT OF MIGRATION ON 
AGRICULTURE 
 Migration and land use 
 Labour division in agricultural activities after 
migration 
 Remittance as agricultural investment 
 Peasant perception 








Other types of 










15 71.4 38 90.5 17 73.9 35 83.3 105 82 
Land 
converted 
0 0 1 2.4 0 0 1 2.4 2 0.2 
Rent- out 2 9.5 3 7.1 3 13 7 16.7 15 11.7 
Ren-in 5 23.8 3 7.1 5 21.7 3 7.1 16 12.5 
Lending 0 0 1 2.4 3 13 1 2.4 5 0.4 
Sell 0 0 1 2.4 0 0 0 0 1 0.1 
Buy 0 0 0 0 1 4.3 0 0 1 0.1 
Abondant  0 0 1 2.4 2 8.7 5 11.9 8 6.3 
Villagers keep working on their 
agricultural land  
- Food security 
- Back-up employment 
- Back-up future life 
- Livelihoods for their children 
- Expected value 

















N % N % N % N % N % 
Rice 
production 
No practice 15 71.
4 
3 7.1 9 39.1 8 19 35 27.3 
Exchange 
labour 
0 0 1 2.4 1 4.3 1 2.4 3 2.3 
Rent labour 0 0 6 14.3 1 4.3 4 9.5 11 8.6 
Cash crop 
production  
No practice 21 100 39 92.9 23 100 42 100 125 97.7 
Exchange 
labour 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rent labour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pig 
production  
No practice 20 95.
2 
41 97.6 19 82.6 41 97.6 121 94.5 
Exchange 
labour 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rent labour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Labour division in agricultural activities (P2) 
Poultry 
production  
No practice 17 81 32 76.2 20 87 34 81 103 80.5 
Exchange 
labour 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rent labour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Castle 
production  
No practice 21 100 39 92.9 22 95.7 41 97.6 123 96.1 
Exchange 
labour 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rent labour 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Aqua-
culture  
No practice 100 40 95.2 22 95.7 41 97.6 124 96.9 
Exchange 
labour 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

















N % N % N % N % N % 
A model of labor division in a typical Mai Thon 
village’s household 
 








Handicraft and other rural professions
Remittance from migration
Other income sources
Investment of remittance in agriculture 
 
Group of migration 
households 
Remittance investment 
No agricultural investment Agricultural investment 
N % N % 
Daily-shift 27 64.3 15 35.7 
Other types of migration 16 69.6 7 30.4 
Mixed 22 52.4 20 47.6 
Main findings 
1. First, the majority of households claimed that agriculture is no 
longer the main source of household income, people keep 
working on their agricultural land. Even though possessing to 
land is more for investment than agricultural cultivation  
2. There are the less evidences of labor shortages at both 
household and communities level because of the participation 
of migrants on agricultural production and hiring labors. 
Maintenance at reasonable level rather than rather than the 
abandonment or expansion of agricultural activities is likely 
the more popular trend. 
3. Earnings from migration are not competitive with other 
sources of incomes from agriculture.   
Main findings 
 
 Strengthen the rural households’ livelihoods security and 
reduce force of selling agricultural production for cash, 
agriculture production is still a fundamental livelihood activity 
for household security.  
 Villagers regularly keep defining themselves as peasants. The 
multifunction becomes migrant’s nature once they normally do 
several works, present several identities and mobile among 
several places.  Migrant, therefore, are not only the 
linkage between rural space with other areas but also 






Youth and agriculture 
 Small-scale agriculture has the potential to remain as the 
developing world’s single biggest source of employment.  
 Assumption: there is a generation of rural youth who want to 
be small farmers, while young people are increasingly 
uninterested in farming or in rural futures.  
 If this is the case, then we have no argument against a future 
agriculture based on large-scale, capital intensive, corporate 
farming. 
 Reasons why they turn away from agriculture 
Youth’s perception 
Youth member households 
(n=103) 
N % 
Agricultural capacity of youth 
56 43.8 
Agricultural desire of youth 
5 3.9 
Family support on doing agriculture 
19 18.4 
Reasons 
 De-skilling and the assault on rural culture 
 Ignorance of government budget on rural 
infrastructure 
 Generation relationship: esp. with young women 
 Problems on agricultural land right 
Rural areas 
“It is […] tomorrow’s rural generations who most need to see rural areas as places 
where they can fulfill their aspirations. Already today, more and 
more youth are unwilling farmers or livestock producers and reluctant 
residents in rural areas. Environmental degradation and climate change, 
combined with persisting policy neglect of agriculture and of rural areas, 
can only accentuate this process. [… Robust action] needs to turn rural 
areas from backwaters into places where people have access to quality 
services and profitable opportunities, and where innovation takes place, 
whether in agricultural production and marketing, in non-farm enterprises 
or in energy generation”  
IFAD (2010:219f.) 
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